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Community Involvement

» June, 2016: Public survey

- July 2016: Facilitated public meetings

- August 2016: Posting of public input results/findings

- December 2016: EQAC and BOS staff check-ins on draft report

Please designate a single representative from your office to work with staff through this process
« January 2017: Posting of draft report on-line for comment
- May 2017: Transmittal of final draft report to BOSEC
- June 2017: BOSEC review and direction
- July 2017: BOS adoption




Schedule

2016 2017
e afwm o da s ool lefmlafmls]s]
Approval of Process & Organization .

Public Survey & Facilitated Meetings ..

Review of Core Vision Services

Review of Findings & Text Recommendations .....

Online Review of Draft Report, by Public

Refinement of Draft Report ...
Preparation of Final Report ..

Adoption by BOS




On-Line Survey

Survey Questions:

1. What do you think are the top
» Conducted in June 2016 three environmental concerns
facing the county?

» 285 surveys submitted 2. Do you feel that this document is

» To inform reviews of each of complete? If not, what do you
the seven technical teams think is missing?
working on the draft updated 3. Are there any other changes you
Vision would suggest to the

Environmental Vision? If so,
please elaborate.




Public Meetings

Three meetings held in July
2016—66 attendees total

Breakout sessions focused on the
three survey questions

Additional written testimony was
submitted by eleven individuals

Also to inform reviews of each of
the seven technical teams
working on the draft updated
Vision

Survey Questions:

- What do you think are the top three

environmental concerns facing the
county?

- Do you feel that this document is

complete? If not, what do you think
IS missing?

. Are there any other changes you

would suggest to the Environmental
Vision? If so, please elaborate.




Affiliations of Respondents to the Survey
(285 surveys submitted)

Individual 220 77.2%
Government 16 5.6%
Community Organization 10 3.5%
Environmental Nonprofit 9 3.2%
Other Nonprofit 1 0.4%
Business or Business Representative 2 0.7%
Other* 26 9.1%
Anonymous 1 0.4%

*Faith community; University; Government employee; Multiple affiliations; Individuals providing more detail 6




Question 1: What do you think are the top three

environmental concerns facing the county?
284 out of 285 responded to this question

Survey Results: Overview of Categories Identified

MOST FREQUENTLY FREQUENTLY OTHER CATEGORIES WITH
MENTIONED CATEGORIES MENTIONED MULT PLE MENTIORS
, CATEGORIES > Trails
» Water Quality > Wildlife
, Ecological > Litter
> Climate Change/Energy Resources/Trees > Noise
» Orowth/Land Use > Environmental R
» Transportation Stewardship/ Practices
. . Native Plants/ > Housing
» Air Quallty Chemical Use > ﬁlt;rna;ivi-zueled Vehicles
> ublic Healt
> ParkS/Open Space » Solid Waste »  Land/Soil Contamination

*Additional issues each received one mention




Question 1: What do you think are the top three
environmental concerns facing the county?

Public Meeting and Written Testimony Results: Overview of Categories

Identified
OTHER FREQUENTLY MENTIONED
MOST CATEGORIES OTHER CATEGORIES
Y YR I N - WITH MULTIPLE
FREQU E NTLY » Ecological Resources/Trees MENTIONS®
MENTION ED " Growth/Lar.1d Use » Government Operations
CATEGORY » Water Quality > Wildlife
» Environmental Stewardship/ > Green
. Native Plants/ Chemical Use Building/Development
Climate Change » Transportation Practices
and Energy »  Air Quality »  Specificity/Process/
Implementation e B
» Parks/Open Space > Litter .
» Solid Waste o

*Additional issues each received one mention £




Question 2: Do you feel that this document is
complete? If not, what do you think is missing?

Survey Summary:
» 280 out of 285 responded to this question

» 69 out of 280 (just under 25%) felt that the document is
complete

» 13 out of 280 said that the document is not complete but
didn’t provide any further guidance

» 198 respondents identified missing items




Question 2: Do you feel that this document is
complete? If not, what do you think is missing?

» Survey Results: Overview of Categories of Missing Items Identified

MOST NEXT MOST
FREQUENTLY  FREQUENTLY
MENTIONED  "MENTIONED

CATEGORY CATEGORY

» Environmental
Stewardship/
Native Plants/
Chemical Use

» Climate Change
and Energy

*Additional issues each received one mention

OTHER FREQUENTLY

MENTIONED CATEGORIES

vV Vv

vV v v v v Vv

Ecological Resources/Trees
Transportation

Specificity/Process/
Implementation

Growth and Land Use
Water Quality
Parks/Open Space

Solid Waste
Government Operations

Green Building/Development
Practices

OTHER CATEGORIES WIT

MULTIPLE MENTIONS*
Agriculture/Food Production
Air Quality
Wildlife
Public Health

Trails
Alternative-Fueled Vehicles
Housing

Noise

General Economic/Budg -
Considerations Hin

Light Pollution i
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Question 2: Do you feel that this document is
complete? If not, what do you think is missing?

» Public Meeting and Written Testimony Results: Overview of Categories of

Missing Items Identified

OTHER CATEGORIES WITH
MOST MULTIPLE MENTIONS®
FRE UENTLY OTHER FRE UENTLY > Ecological Resources/Trees
MENTIONED MENTIONED _
CATEGORIES CATEGORIES " solidWaste
] > Air Quality
» Climate Change Growth and Land Use T .
and Energy c . > ransportation
overnmen Parks/Open S
» Specificity/ Operations g ar,s Pen péce ,
Process/ . . > Regional Coordination
Implementation Water Quality »  Inclusion of all Segments of the
Envi | Need for Vision County
> ?\nggpégﬁ]gtf/ > Environmental Justice
ative Plants »  Housing
Chemical Use > General Economic/Budget

Considerations
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*Additional issues each received one mention




Question 3: Are there any other changes you would suggest
to the Environmental Vision? If so, please elaborate

Survey Summary:
» 261 out of 285 responded to this question

» 89 out of 261 (just over one-third) had no additional
suggestions

» 5 out of 260 said that they had other changes to suggest
but did not suggest them

» 167 respondents provided more specific information
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Question 3: Are there any other changes you would suggest
to the Environmental Vision? If so, please elaborate

» Survey Results: Overview of Categories of Information Identified

OTHER FRE( ZUENTLY OTHER CATEGORIES WI;I'H
MOSAZ\I-ELI?_I?&E:EB'TLY MENTIONED CATEGORIES MULTIPLE MENTIONS
> Air Quality
» Growth and Land Use .
ATE RI E > Government Operations
¢ GORIES » Specificity/Process/ > Trails
} Cl]mate Change Implementation > Green Building/Development Practices
and Energy » Transportation > Public Health
> Agriculture/Food Production
: » Solid Waste . o
» EnV'l ronmental > General Economic/Budget Considerations
St d h / > Water Qual]ty > Alternative-Fueled Vehicles
Nl » Ecological T rowne
Elﬁtlvg PllaS ts/ Resources/Trees ’ t‘i”:t Poution e
eémical use > Litter ol
» Parks/Open Space > wildlife -
> Noise
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*Additional issues each received one mention B




Question 3: Are there any other changes you would suggest
to the Environmental Vision? If so, please elaborate

» Public Meeting and Written Testimony Results: Overview of Categories
of Information Identified

MOST FREQUENTLY OTHER CATEGORIES
MENTIONED WITH MULTIPLE

CATEGORIES OTHER FREQUENTLY MENTIONS*
MENTIONED CATEGORIES

» Specificity/Process/ . > Transportation
|mplementation > ECOloglcal » Solid Waste
» Environmental Resources/Trees » Government Operations
Stewardship/Native » Growthand Land Use =~ » Green Building/Development
Plants/Chemical » Water Quality » General Economic/Budget
Use Considerations N
» Climate Change and > Litter L
Energy » Scientific Information e

» Vulnerable Populations
14

*Additional issues each received one mention g




For more information, visit our website!

http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/living/environment/environmentalvision.htm
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http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/living/environment/environmentalvision.htm

Private Residential Stormwater Management Facilities

Potential Transfer fo Public Maintfenance

Department of Public Works and Environmental Services
Working for You!

' A Fairfax County, VA, publication
/ October 2016



Private Residential Stormwater Management Facilities

Recap of Dialog

June 2013:
—  Stormwater (STW) Ordinance Stakeholder Group
* HOAs and residents may lack skills and funds
*  County ultimately liable if facilities fail
* Concerned with enforcing maintenance
*  Viability of small HOAs
—  ESRCand Stakeholders Recommended Public
Maintenance of Residential STW Facilities
—  Staff identified that existing Facilities need to be part of
Discussion
—  Concerns with County Becoming Rain Garden Police
October 2013:
— Inventory—over 1,000 Private Residentially Maintained
Facilities
e 600 LID facilities on individual lots; 240 LID
facilities on out lots
* 33 ponds on individual lots; 170 ponds on out lots
— Identified Issues to be Worked
* Easements and covenants
* Transfer of Responsibilities - Plan Conditions &
Proffers
*  Facility Condition
*  Qutreach — Prioritizing Requests
* Potential Level of Service to be Provided
January 2014:

Ordinance Adopted Without Public Maintenance
Adding about 250 small facilities/year = 5,000 in 20 yrs.
Equity - Over 50% of Ponds receive offsite drainage

May 2014:
—  Cost Benefit Discussion
* Annual Inspection Cost Similar regardless of Size
*  Pond maintenance less than $500/acre treated/yr.
*  LID maintenance greater than $4,000/acre/yr.
—  Types of Facilities Eligible for Transfer
* All New Facilities
* All New Ponds
* All Existing Facilities
* All Existing Ponds
September 2014:
Example facilities
Potential Costs — Ponds Only (13%)
e Operating and Reinvestment Est.= S1M/yr.
*  Restoring Ponds to Functional Condition Est. $1.7M/yr.
with $1.1M recovered overtime
* Assume 50% participation or 85 over 5 years =17
facilities /yr.
* $100,000/facility
*  35% off-site drainage
Private and Public Legal Fees Unknown
Can Explore Offsite LIDs and Underground Facilities after
gaining experience with this program
October 2015:
—  BOS Environmental Committee meeting —begin program
building (define program details) and improve outreach
Fall 2015-Fall 2016: Program Building, Individual meetings with Supervisors
to review proposed program

Maintenance and Stormwater Management Division




Private Residential Stormwater Management Facilities

Faclility Counts as of August 2016

Private Residential

Subdivision Total Private

Indiv Outlot/Common  Private Non
Type Lot Area Res Public Res TOTAL
Infiltration Practices (TR) 711 66 777 47 381 1,205
Bioretention (BR+TF) 320 137 457 252 256 965
Vegetated Swales 20 3 23 45 3 71
Filtering Practice (SF) 0 7 7 6 216 229
Constructed Wetland 0 1 1 0 1 2
Wet Pond 12 151 163 23 141 327
Dry Pond 0 15 15 1,357 516 1,888
Manufactured (Proprietary)
BMP 0 7 7 12 169 188

Other Types (Underground,
Rooftop, Porous Pavement,
etc.) 3 13 16 194 1,037 1,247

TOTAL 1,066 400 1,466 1,936 2,720 6,122




Private Residential Stormwater Management Facilities

Fall 2015 Meeting Feedback

 Common interest in outreach of existing program

— http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/stormwater/maintenance/

Stormwater Facility Fact Sheets

Click on the fact sheet links below to read about stormwater best management practices (EMPs) basics: how they work and how they should be maintaned.

These BMPs improve water quality andfor prevent erosion and fiooding, and they are required to be installed during land development under the Stormwater Management Ordinance, Chapter 124 of the County Code as well as
the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Virginia Sto Mar Program

FILTER STRIPS AND SHEET

BIORETENTION PRACTICES:
FLOW PRACTICES

. - BASINS AND FILTERS

Infiltration Practices

Bioretention Practices: Basins and Filters Filtering Practices

RAINWATER HARVESTIMNG
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http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/stormwater/maintenance/

Private Residential Stormwater Management Facilities

Fall 2015 Meeting Feedback

* Agreed upon need for contractor listing

— Held two training sessions for industry. Currently have 31 contractors
on the list. Next training to be held Winter 2018

— See http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/stormwater/maintenance-
training.htm for an attendance list

Fairfax County Mainienance and Stormwater —_m/
Management Division L

Maintenance Contractor List ‘;:3'



http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/stormwater/maintenance-training.htm
http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/dpwes/stormwater/maintenance-training.htm

Private Residential Stormwater Management Facilities

Fall 2015 Meeting Feedback

* Partnering with the National Green Infrastructure
Certification Program (NGICP)

— National program targets green infrastructure maintenance personnel
and sets maintenance standards and best practices for specialized
facilities (bioretention gardens, infiltration trenches, etc.)

Maintenance and Stormwater Management Division
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